Comments on plan to turn over 100,000 acres to motorized vehicles
Please consider a few basic principles when you make this decision.

ORV use is not the same as other uses like (responsible) hiking or fishing or hunting. One difference is that ORV use spoils the land for future generations in ways those other uses don’t. A second is that while hiking or fishing don’t ruin the outdoor experience for ORVers, ORV use does ruin the outdoors for everyone else.

Freedom means doing what you want UNTIL it interferes with others or until it does long-term damage that cannot be undone. 

If ORV users really respect their children and grandchildren and greatgrandchildren, they will not object to being restricted to a few “sacrifice” areas that are already ruined and that they can continue to ruin. There should be NO new land that is not already ruined made available for this purpose.

The woods are the woods. If people want to drive around, make them the equivalent of the skateboard parks most towns have made for kids. The ORVers won’t have lost anything – when they are on their vehicles they can’t hear the birds, the animals are driven away, they can’t see the subtle light on the water or the leaves, they can’t smell the pine trees or cedars. So they don’t need to be in the woods in the first place, but if they must be, give them a small reservation that is damaged beyond repair already.

Many national publications have documented the fact that the ORV lobby is funded by the companies that profit from making the vehicles. Your job as stewards of public land is not to listen to those corporate special interests but to protect the land for future generations.

Thank you.

Matt Witt

Talent, OR
